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. .Q“ . .
‘ colleges, wh1ch probab]y have a h1gher public acceptance rat1ng 4,,§§?

‘ Educat1on ‘On the other hand, commun1ty co]]eges in some states

< . y Preface
v 1 ' a
o .

"

Postsecondary educatJon 1s under attack charged with being -

unaccountab]e in 1ts programm1ng and in its use of pub11c funds.
Accountab111ty has "been the watchworq of the last five years and

has been laid at the feet of colleges and universities Tike-a

R

gauntlet by 1egis1atdve coMmittees and pub1ic critics. Commun1ty

5

than any other postsecondary educat1ona1 1nst1tut1on in contemporary

L
LR

soc1ety, have a]so"ﬁedomE"the*targets of”thosefwho~1nsast~postsecond- - o

| .
ary education has been, wasteful of tax resources while champ1on1ng \W\\i\\\\\\\\\\\

the ex1stence of the institution and the security of those\emp1oyed o

n""

rather than the serv1Ces and programs to accommodate student needs ..

-y N

. " The state agenCy responsible for commun1ty co]]eges has felt : £

the sting of such pressures as we11 On the one hand, the pub11c -

75,

and. 1eg1s1ators c1amor for -greater surve111ance at’ the state 1eve1

———————
‘r

to be sure that, tax resources. are used eff1c1ént1y and’that institu-
%
tions are “accountab]e" in carrying out the1r educatwona] mission.

;-
In some cases the state coordrnat1ng or govern}ng board has even im-

<

posed a program review requ1rement on all segments of pub11c h1gher

s L

have become 1ncreas1ng]y cr1t1ca1 af the state commun1ty college

agency bECaUSE of requ1rements to report enrd11ments, graduat1on and '
# r
p]acement rates "and, un1t cost ana]ys1s of{var1ous programs offered
I
wh11e commun1ty co11eges h1stornca1ﬂy have been perce1ved as
L X

' the appropr1ate level and locus for progﬁam~p1anh1ng, 1n1t1at:on,

.
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’

"and decision-making.

and evaluation, ewents such as the recent national recession have

brought presures 1o change: With "steady-state" funding levels

characterized by most states since the national recession, more o

attention must be given to programs which cannot be defended-on the . |
. - & !
basis of productivity or cogt.effectiveness. While the indigenous o

character of. the community college has always promoted the ideal that

the local institution should determine what programs to offer and '

-~

. ; j
what programs to eliminate, priorities must increasingly be established
‘ , ' /
on broader than provincial criteria and standards. )
- The role of the state agency kesponsib]e for comunity college
/

in evaluating programs of the community calleges is growing. Even #n
those states whé;e legal author1ty resides with the local 1nst1tut16n,
agencies have beg}n to assist by providing guidelines and suggested
criteria to enable a local institution to have a basis for priorjtizing
)

This mdﬁograph should be of assistance to State Higher Education
Execut1ve Offrcers as well as State D1rectors of Community and Junior’
Co]]eges. It has been produced as part of the activities of the State
and Regional ﬂigher Education Center of the Florida State University
which is suppoft%d in éart by a grant from the W. K;nKe11ogg‘Foqnd§tion.
The Center operates as part of a partnership with the Institute(of
Higher Education at. the University of Florida and is committed to the
pre-service and in;service training of professionals who serve in
state or ‘regional agencigs. It is also committed to the study of
issues and- problems which confront these agencies and their officials.
Inquiries related to services or ‘programs of the Center are always

+

welcomed. E; .
. Louis W. Bender, Director

¢ -

iv P ;

and Professor of Higher Education
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Introduction

'ca]]y, thé community co]ﬁege has been viewed as an
institution wh1ch should be as indigengus as ppss1b]e 3egard1ess of
the organ1zat1onaT structure of a g1ven state, few would argue with
“the des1rab1]1ty of the 1nstntut1on to Serve local commun1ty needs for'

wr 1

postsecondary education opportunity and for training of 9ndividuals

who aspire to euter Sccupationi}/%1e1ds of endeavor. Even the con-

temporary focus of the American Associatioh of Communi ty Junforh
Colleges and various other national groups for communi ty-based post-
secondary education underg1rd the principle that the educat1ona] pro-
gram of the community college must have Tocal elements of p];hning,
design, imp]ementation, review, aha evaluation.

At an opposite end of a continuum we find the role of the state
beécm1ng 1ncreas1ng]y crucial to the day-to-day operations of the
college. Enabling ]eg1s1at1én, ih most states, provides for two
specific state levels of intergction between the Tocal institution
and the state. Most states{have provided for statewide coordinating
or®*governing agencies and charge them with broad powers of p]ann1ng,
program review, budget review, and eva]uat1on. These responsibilitjes
encompass the totat system of pestsecondary education in which »
community colleges can be viewed as a subsystem ih the same manner

L4

that state colleges would be viewed as a subsystem. .

The state agency having specific'responsibi1ity for community .
-co]1eges, usually im the same’ enabling legislation which provides for
the ]oca] 1nst1tut1on, typ1ca1]y is charged by the ]eg1s1ature with

planning, program review or approval, budget review or approval, and




N
Qe

N ’ 3 * " 'o 3 ) 3 ‘o
evaluation of the constituent institutions within the subsystem.

Traditiona]]y the state, cohmunity college agency has assumed an

v

,advocacy posture in, beha]f of the local institutipns when interacting

ey, ‘
LY

with the other subsystems under the’ state,coordinating or governing

agency. As a resu]t the state agency ha§ sought to champion the

‘u

growth and development of the institution and to foster new programs

.as identified by the locatl institution. Until a few years ago,

Y

growth/wﬂs a constant and thus little needed to be done other _than to

rassist local 1nst1tutions in deve1oping plans for new programs through

gram review and eygiuatibn did not appear to be necessary.

{‘“‘Because qf e phinsdphic tradition of the commgnity college

having prime authority Aghhqng and ipitiating new programs to

3

serve'1oca1 needs and beca e':tgtércmmnunity college agencies have
previdus]y concentrated on advocacy and promotion of the local insti-
tution, the function of program review and eva]uation had been over- -

v
1ooked or Teft with the local Jnstitution However, state ]egislatgres

<

state level staﬁf and program development efforts. ,The need for pro- .
|
|
!

have increa51ng1y pressed for more effective use of resources and i

documentation of* increasing educational productivity. The theme of l

the 1974 convention of the American Association of Higher Education }

s "Accountability in Higher Education." Harold Hodgkinson observed . -’g j
that the public might not expect more’educetion for less money but ’ ‘

the signs were that the public would expect more educatioh for the

same money. John MiTlett in &9speech to the same conference“deciared

?

-

that accountability in higher education would need to answer. such ) |

questions as "How can we make the educational process more efficient?", S

r ’ . -

"How'can we make it more effective and increase its productivity?" and’,

+ . N
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"How can we demonstrate that it is productive?": The Joints - Lo,

w N - v LY

Commission on Educatfon 3 Goals and. Evaluation of. the California

ied for igcreasing éducationa1,produc-
tivity in‘cost effectiveness by maximizing fac1]1ty use, ‘by prun1ng

rt ¢
“low enrollment programs, by encouragvng year- round operat1on by “”/

rd
<
L

utilizing informations systems and 1mproved management techn1ques,.ano -

State Legislature in 1970 ¢

C— py developing efticyent budgeting and budget review approaches. Thus

P e (4
-SSE?anaq and state pressures have been on the evaluation as well as~
- . *
the approval process . )
Statewide coordinating or gbverningmboards haVe begun to exercise - ~

2
some of thexr authority vested for program review in an attempt to pe

4 :
sure‘that the 1eg1s1ature s demand for e11m1nat1hg high cost and Tow | o

yield programs is met. As a result, pressures .from these stateW1de
~ *ﬂ -~ , \ . A
bodies upon the state community college agency Has been felt in some

states In ‘other states, the ]ég1s1ature has pressedQ@1rect1yﬁupon the.

& R

state commun1ty college agency calling for closer scrut1ny of’ program-
LY

development to avert unnecessary pro]1feratxon and dup11cat10n of
programs. -'\ ' < ) .
\ ‘At -the local Tevel, commun1ty colleges typ1ca11& had cpntro1 over :

' ' j‘ ‘detg n1ng what programs would be of?esed the priority of 1ntroduc1ng

51 new programs, as we]] as contro] over the evaluation of the efFect1veness ; =
of those _Progranms. The prerogat1ve “to™ e;a]uate programs 1n.order to
) ’ determ1ne‘whether to suspend on a- temporary baSLS or‘to term1nate an
) - effect1ve program on a permanent bas1s geems to have been rare]y used
I " in many fnst1tut1ons since most were or1ented towand and\mpre coacerned

. - N~
o 4 - -

about growth andcexpans1on rather than eva]uat1on As a consequence, .

Al

- many unneeded programs were reta#ned 1n\some 1nst1tut1ons teading to )
- . . . \ I - - -
- ’ 1t ' ' - ) \H . U . “ ’ o

& . [
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drains;bn the budget and %nequjlfes of staffing. oA
;_Cohmupity college officials at all levels are beginning to assessq v . -
" more closety their program plannipg efforts in an attempt to identify

-’

pnograms which no 1onger serve Gommun1ty and/or student needs and, . *

<

Co o wh1ch divert needed resources from programs of higher priority. This > o

£

aWareness has prompted officia]s ip many states to-estab]ﬁsh new eua]ua—

1S

tive criteria and procedures by which institutions can suspend or ' .
, ' ~ IS *
- . - o . £y
. a terminate their own programs at will.. ’ )
. Once ‘concerned with new program development and growth, many .

'CO{munity colleges are now forced to take stock of their existing

L program offer1ngs to determ1ne their effect1veness Evidence of this

o emerging trend can be found by examining the new criteria and procedures

v, » ‘e o . .o

. being deve]bped by many higher edu®ation coordinating agencies and C

- ' ' ' £ ‘ . A . % A N -
. community co]]ege state agencies if response to demands for even greadter

soc1a] and econom1c accountab111ty in coﬁmun1ty co11ege systems. In

; certain states, comnun1ty co11eges have been viewed by state 1eg1s]ators ‘ -
; . .
- ‘vas tde "dar]1ngs" of h"@h;r educat1on and have somehow taken for granted -~
‘ ‘ the1r acceptance and support by powebful 1eg1sﬂat1ve de]egat1ons Lho . - ' _:\
" ‘prev10us1y did not make speC1f1c 1nqu1r1es 1nto the.success of communi ty. : : . o
' , ! ’ e 7 . .. ..

college program offer1ngs. Commun1ty co11eges must now reckon with such

lnqu1r1es, 1nc1ud1ng state agency aud1ts, ]eg1s]at1ve stud1es on prpgram -

. '
b proﬂ1feratf5n and dup11cat1on, and program and budgetary stud1es by . .-
. vt L
¢ d1v1s1ons of ‘administration in state government As a resu1t a very -
f‘ .. - real trend appears 1mn1nent An the commun1ty co]]ege at the present , ’f ., !

M .

-« time, name]y, the effort by both;state agencies and 1oca1 1nst1tut1ons :

v to 1dent1fy'or1ter1a and procedures which are used.ﬁor-evaluat1on5 " « . )
' ’ . * :‘ . R . ‘ L ¢ .:‘M - . ! »;‘ L
- , ‘ »~ H"~’v 9 ' o . T U -
\ ' = . ’ . N ) ' ’ . ' ™ N
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and possible syspension Or termination of existing programs. -
‘ ? "%a 5 e

- v

e Study of State Systems Conducted

(3 & [

et s
-

% Recognizing the 1mm1nent changes in its own two-year technical
15 . [
colleges and respond1ng to a d1rect request from members of its
[ o
-*State Board, Education Committee relative to procedures used- inh

other states, the Division of éddcationa] Services of the South:

" Carolina Board for Techgica] and¥Comprehensive Education (TEC)

.. t \
undertook a nationwide study of. state-level agencies responsible
for communit*ico]]ege coordination or control to ascey;ainﬁwhether-'
. criteria and procedures have been developed to eva]uate or* suspend

ex1st1ng commun1ty college programs and to eva]uate “the. state of .

. . ‘*
s ® # ’ .~

the art " . } -

. . “ -

Th1s study 1nv01ved confactlngdthe stqte‘offices ho$d1ng .

aff111at1on w1th e1ther the Nat1ona1 Counc1$‘of State D1rectors

of Commumty and Jumor CoHeges @NCSDCJC o‘{ thq, State H1gher

*

Educat1on Exequt1ve Off1cers (SHEE@ dur1ﬁ§¢thﬁ Spring of 1976

~

Th1s survey 1np1uded state departments of educat}on, un1vers1ty

/

“b ards oF regéﬁts, statew1de g%vern1ng and codrd1nat1ng boards of

board respons1b1e F\racommun1ty co]iége program deve]opment and Fev1ew,

all pert1nent stato-]evel\\genc1es in "each state were contacted
\' 2T
‘Responses were received from fty—one (51) separate agenc1es

[

. e é
in thirty-eight (38) states. Of the f1ft one agencies, however,
W
only fortvffdur (44) agenc1es have some degree X respons*ibi]_f‘tyx
' . . ‘:' ’




for community Eo]iede progran deveTopment. 'Hente, these agencies - .

. Y. e

were the focus of inquiry for the purpose of this study. "y o
v . o e T
- " v { . . \ \ . "
Criteria Used for Program Evaluation . . L : ]
. o . . . o . “ ', . . to- . N
. An.analysis of documents received from forty-four (44)~agencies ‘ .

reveals that a grow1ng numbe¥ of states now use one or more criteria

at either the state level or the 1nst1tut1ona] level for eva1uat1ng

programs in commun1ty co]]eges : A]though most agenc1es do not
5 P S <.

currently possess author1ty to'actually suspend ° or term1nate o .t :

*

g 1nst1tut1ona] programs, it appears thaf state agencres e1ther have ., .

forma] criteria or are study1nq poss1b]e cr1teria for 1nst1tutqona1 Y

o

\, . o Lo T ) . B
app11cat1on within the1r states . R I , , ! -
. ’ X A N N b
. \ " .,
P . From the responses rece1ved from the aqenc1es¢ there are. . T
o . ’
© twelve (12) criteria most frequently cited in pertinent dOcuments Y
. . * : o e ) &
" or in correspondence received from the agencies. These criteria | . ...
v e - T e e T e '
. © 0 oare; - ) v . : N ) K .
T ‘ i . - s " o ~ ot ' o \.“
o QJ) Enro]]ment in the, pyogram dvet the prev1ous thre d RN
, . R .or five year per1od’ . e _ - P ) \
,“ N ‘0( ” ) : .Q
) ) (2) Product1v1ty of graduates in the program over the N o
. prev1ous three or f1ve year per1od - ) . '
' ) (3) Class$ size; - ‘ -7 X
- . . . h N 7
i ~ - . . e e ~
Y ‘ (4) Placement recogd; . cL TN \T
. N \’ o * - f" !
,(5) Employment needs;” ot o
\ 2 » b"..- . - . .~ .;
i AN \ &6 Cost per student when comnared to other commun?ty “a- e
: . . " college programs; ~  °. | * .-
' 4 ¢ e ’ . 0t ?‘\ : . At 5‘/, \
X e . (7) Faculty qua11f1tat1ons, A p ‘ .
S s : S
- ‘ (8) Ava11ab1]1ty oY 51m11or programs e?sewhene in the A T
e ’ State’ . .‘ “e - « ."-’ . - ) A T |
¢ ‘ ’ * " ~y »
. ¢ . . N o . . - ) -
A o ! - v b v ! LI r
- Yo P t o . +
) . " X A hd 0 ’ ' ¢
E IS g 11 * . [} . T~ -
ERIC . et e
v . - y ce . ‘e -

f - . - 4 ' - S

- P 4 - . i %,




vl
o A <\

) Student demand and interest; ’ ’
* - (10) Budgetary priorftyf ST S o
)
)

Sa]ary level of graduates, and ‘ .

/ Compat1b111ty of program i th the migsion of e
tHe fnstitutiorf? . . o

It should be noted that -in a11 states wh1cn app1y criterta for

program evaluat1pn, some comb1nat1on of criteria is used. Among’
\ .
the states responding in this survey, no state ut111zes,on1y one
' ' * N ' ‘
criterion such as low enrollment as the basis for suspending or-
“ . o £

terminating-programs.in community colleges. This "is true both.Jn <."

°®

states where local 1nst1tutnons have deveﬂoped cr1ter1a and 1n states-,
where state governing or coordinating agencies have deve]oped cr1ter1a:~'

Among the criteria most frequently cited by state'agehcy'staff)

student enrol]ment productivity of graduates, program cost, and
placement wére ch1ef factors in-the review of commun1ty co[}ege
‘programs Jdn & number of states, however, both 1nst1tut1ons and '

state agenc1es are 'still searching for va11d and re11ab1e cr1ter1a '

¥

which can be used for ‘program eva1uat1on,1n -the commun1ty to11ege.

At 1east ha]f a dozen agency staff members requested that we send
) N

them cr1ter1a and pnocedures whnch\are f1na11y developed 4an South

L ¢

CaroTina for the eya]uat1on of program‘offer1ngsx

. \ ‘

o
Procedures Used for‘Program Evaluation

“ //1 . . k| : -

- .( . ll}
The procedurés used by state agenc1es and 1nstrtut1ons~for

s ‘3“'

eya1uat1ng prOgram? in the commun1ty coAlege vary cons1derab1y among

L4

!

d
_the stites From the correspondence rece1ved most 'state agenc1es

»

mere]y rev1ew or approve new programs and re]y on 1nst1tut1ons to

-

determ1ne wh1ch programs are ho 1onger needed and how programs can’

- . » . -

» .

) ' ) 2 ’\
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be evaluated. This isyparticularly true in those states having o
B ¢ v ~

. ‘ statewide coordinat{ng agencies or state departments of education

w&th very Tittle authorgiy over community to]1ege.program follow-up
and eva]uat1on, such as the coord1nat1ng agencies- in In:/aﬁa,

Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. Although

program evaluation was an expressed concern by offictals in
/

Q¥

certain of these/§tates,-their agencies. do not currently possess

the authority to enforce criteria or procedures for program evaluation
4 / B

within cqmmhnity coileges. ! C ) S -

»

A second group of‘states conducts program eVa]uatiOn‘thrOugh

L4
7

régﬁ]ar state agency staff reviews or statew1de accn;d1tat10n programs
,//1n commun1ty co]]eges From these activities, institutions are
///' often alerted. to those programs which need further study or\ghféh !
shoufd be tergﬁhated Hq.iyer, even in these states, 1nst1tut1ons
rather than the state agency hold the f1na1 authority to suspend or
”term1nate existing programs. "The state agency staff or state accrediting
. team serves in an advisory and c0nsu1tat1ve capac1ty to provxde the
-* framework and procedurés for 1nst:tut1on“T dec1s1on maP1ng relative
o tg program‘eva1uat1on aqd/pr termination. These procedures cﬂrf%nt1y “
“exist in a.number'otigtates which responded‘jn this survey, {np]pging

Arkansas, Kansas, Maryland, North Carolina, Oio, and°Oklahoma. This

means for program evaluation is also being explored in other states,.

> ~

o

, .including Connecticut Minnesota, New York and Texas.- i;;
’£ ' J : *
- A th1rd group of states has more than one agency respons1b1e ) .

+

v or coordination or control of commun1ty co]]ege program eva1uat10n . ,

£ . .n these states, there is varying degree of co trol of program yev1ew .

[ D * Le




and procedures for statewide app]icatﬁon Th1s pattern current]y

v . . prevails in the states of Colorado, 1111n01s, and V1rg1n1a

-

A fourth group of states has community co11eges which are

v

governed at the state Tevel by-a state board of regents (Georg1a,

‘

”Oklanoma, and West V1tgy{ a) or a unmvers1ty.govern1ng board

: ;} (Kentucky and Nevada).  The conmunity co]]eges in these states | .
LN C . may. be more ]1ke1y subjected to 1nterna] cr1ter1a and proceduresf . )
N k”; | which. are mandated by a more powerfu] governing agency. However: o ‘ ; :
0. there is'no evidence from the materials rece1ved that commun1ty -

’ co]]egi;;adm1n1steped by a board of regents or a university govern1ng
4
v

board have beenj%ubJected to program evaluation or tenn1nat1on more B

frequent]y than communvty co]]eges in other states. ' . -
g .

P
In summary, most state agencwes have developed and forma11zed
some means for eyéfuat1ng programs in commun1ty co]]Eges wh1ch is,
' des1gned to support and a531st 1oca1 ﬁnst1tut1ons ) Loca] institutions

3 st111 appear to have the f1na] word on the suspension or term1nat1on

, »

of eX1st1ng programs, regard]ess of the degree of part1c1pat1on of
K
. . state agenc1es “in the evaluat1on process To an 1ncreas1ng extent,

cr1ter1a aré formalized through some coord1nat1ve efforts at the ) .

N state Tevel, but are applied through ‘the local efforts of communfty
college faculty and staff R o . .
WA L "
¢ ' The cr1ter1a and procedures used in the state agencies responding, |
N %

AT ' ~ to this survey are prov1ded in, Appendix A of this: study For further

111um1nat1on, however,,the criteria and procedures from certain states .

- . o w111 ‘be descr1bed 1n greater deta11 in the next section. Although
ca]]ed "case stud1es," the cr1ter1a and procedures described in these
states are exempJary and representative of,the types of program

evaluation currently being conducted in communaty college’ systems.
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o ‘ Case"Stud%es for Program Evaluation

0

>
v

Six states hdve been“selected for further delineition of |

community college program evaluation criteria and prod%duresfc These

- - . +

six states are: Arkansas, Ca]ifornia,/MaryTand; North CaroT%na; .

. Oklahoma, and Virginia. In each cése,fstate agency officials re-. '

- . N

4 M . . . .
sponding to this survey felt comfortable with the procedures used

1Y

in their state despite some possible limitations. A summary of

each state follows. . . : S e

Arkansas

"fn Arkafsas, the Department of Higher Education assists a}l
postsecondary.qnst1tut1ons in "1so]at1ng“ costly and unproduct1ve

programs whi¢h can bé studied further by institutional staff

-

Criteria vary among different types of postsecoﬁGary 1nStitutions<

accord1ng to the degree level of thé institutiong concerned Ihe
H
criteria for ,"isolating" cert1f1cate and assoc1ate degree programs

7 i . . . ¢

in commun1ty colleges are: ' v
* (M) Programs ‘which have graduated Tess than ten students
* for  the past three years;

" (2) Programs which*fall?ig the’highest 25 percent of °,
_programs in terms af~the cost to the institution
“per FTE stydent; - - v . o
(3) Programs wh1ch have exper1enced a 25 percent dec11ne
' in numbers of graduates over the prev1ous five years;

(4) Programs offered by an 1nst1tut1on that are dup11cated
. at another public college or university in the state
within a fifty mile radius; and L
" (5) Programs 'which" widll requ1re add1t1ona1 expend1ture5 for
added facu]ty, Tibrary ho]d1ngs, fac111t1es, or equ1pment

L]

]"Rev1ew of Existing Instruct1ona1 Programs, 1975- 76 " un-
published document, L1tt}e Rock: Arkansas; Department of H1gher
Educat1on 1976.: £ - A ] ; .

. L) 1D ST s
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_,1n Arkansas dur1ng each biennium. Commun1ty co]leges are exoected _ ,

'estab11shed conditions are met.

8

Pert1nent data on the above cr1ter1a are rece1ved from both

Department of H1gher Educat1on f11es and from the commun1ty co]]eges

\

»

to review all programs of three years durat1on which are 1solated s
- " ,‘"v 4 s . AN o -

by‘any one the f1ve cr1ter1a. The degree of concern fdr“rev1ew
increases in proport1on to the number of 1tems under wh1ch a program

is isolated . <L o . L . ’ Cr e
\ Inst1tut1ona1 personne] determ1ne the appr0pr1ate course of .

*

‘action on. pr09rams which have been 1so]ated Among the aJternat1ves;“

-~

open to the 1nst1tut1on are: (1) term1nat1on'df the program, (2} ooma
b1nat1on of the program w1th another, (3) cont1nuat10n of the program
with available 1nformat1on and adeouate prolect1ons for the future,‘

and (4) estab11sh1ng a probat1onary status for the program unt11

_] §' vl ' "V . . i

- a o e ‘ _ .
w;ﬁ'rogram eva]uat1on has been cqnducted in Arkansas s1nce the C \\\\

197 71973 biennium. The cr1ter1a for review have been broadened to

k]

. include, the f1ve cr1ter1a Tisted above rand apparent]y the ent1re

procedure of program isolation and eva]uat1on has proven useful in -
the ArkansaS'system A oL ' S e

" - o o : M ' °
‘California - T L T .

\, . . « o=

The Ca]1forn1a Commun1ty Co]]ege System ut111zes a means for
eva1uat1ng occupat1ona1 programs wh1ch was begun in 1?74 by a ; ‘

consort1um»of comnun1ty co]leqes in a cooperat1ve effort wwth the .
Chancellor's Office. fOPES (Commun1ty Co]]ege Ocdupat1ona1 Programs N
Eva]uat1on Systenm) has been used vo]untar1]y by over f1fty (50)

.
b Y 3

- , o, ' . h i

T"Rev1ew of Ex1st1ng Instrﬁct1ona] Programs," é c1t 5 Py, 1 A

. .
N
- . »e ! “ ’
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Ca11forn1a commun1ty colleges in an effort to eva]uate and upgrade

'"'OCCUQaflona1 educatzon. The self- appra1sa1 process 1nvo]Ves the

I

-

3 résponse to need;,'adequacy'oﬁ:instructiona] equipment, .and other "

Study of~octugationa1 experience of 1nstrhctors,'qua11ty of

instruction, -qualifjcations of staff, growth of offerings in

-

‘pertinent evaluative'criteria. ! .

A\ . » ’ t
-

COPES‘evatuation teams serve'in a consultative capacity fdr

pant1C1pat1ng commun1ty co]leges ~The strength of the COPES model

seems to 11e in the composition of fva]uat1on teams which are broad-

2, .

‘based-and representative.' Among the persons serving on evaluation

, ,

teams are members of -occupational educat1on adv1sory comm1ttees,
~

persons from bus1ness and 1ndustry, and students 1n occypational -

.. h.:

programs. A number of other states -have exam1ned the COPES mbde] .

I“

for poss1b1e use 1n the. eva]datﬁon of occupa¢1ona] programs 1n

their own state: - LT, A

* B ro, T AP | /'J. [

LA . L . . . v . , ‘) .
i(Marx]and FEREEEP S

- [T A ' 1 -

- I Maryiand the Mary]and Boand for Cogmun]ty Co]]eges ut1]1zes

a- Commun1ty Co}}ege Career Program«Eva1uat1on Comm1ttee to deve]Op an

. on go1ng system for 1nst1tut1ona1 program reV1ew“ “The. Comm1ttee

‘e

compr1sed of }nst1tut1ona1 deans and state ]eve] staff From the
D1v1s1on ovaocatlona] Techn1ca1 Educatwon 1n the Department of

Educat1on and from the state off1ce for commun1ty co]]eges, has

deve]oped a two pronged approach The f1rst 1eve1 of evaluation
e
1nvo]ves the 1dent1f1cat1on of program objectives and’ standards for

qua11ty control "to” determ1ne whether B .-

LR . .
L - . . “es C . 4

\ ]"Commun1ty Co]]ege 0ccdpat)ona1~Programs Evaluation System,"

Sacramento Ca]1forn1a Commun1ty Gof1éges, October, ]975

T g
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.- (1) Projected enrollment.has materialized; )

-

*(2) Projected comptetions have materia1jéed'

K3) Comp]et1ons have been emp]oyed 1n the f1e1d of tra1n1ng, T
A "ééﬁi Ear]y 1eavers with marketable sk111s are emp]oyed 1n\the ," i
L s field of: training; . S T
Y ‘€bi'Ant1c1pated sa1ar1es have mater1a11zed . : .o ?%“ i:z
(oi Program*tosts are W]th1n the prOJected range,.v ‘i."x4.’,\:§\ﬂ

. ‘i?) Projected qua11f1ed facu]ty are empﬂoyed” S - { ‘
-, (8) Use has been made of local non- co]]ege fi c111t1es and
equ1pment when avgilable and approgr1ate,\ ) :

(9) Program has received documented, fayorab]e response from .
business;*government, or industry. a
. o . - i Q’» , . i
When Leve] I evaluation reveals that further’study is needed of

A

' 1ndiv1dua1 programs§ the Level II evaluation 1s undertaken Level Ii

-

1nvo1ves a comprehens1ve se]fustudy of, def1c1ent programs Self-study

teams are appo1nted by the pres1dent, and typ1ca11y 1nc1ude at 1east .,i;g.

Y

‘one student enro]]ed in the{orogram or recent graduate one member of o

. ¥

) the commun1ty who emp1oys program graduates, facu]ty members from'the

+

prqgram. adm1n1strators responsible for career programs, and poss1b1y

Y

a staff member from the D1v1s1on of Vocat1ona1 Techn1ca1 Educatxon ' .

The” se]f-studx teamtexam1nes def1c1ent programs in five areas: (1) -

, object%ves; (R) 1nstruct}gha1 process.,, {3) fac111t1es and 1nsta||at1on,

' (4) product, and (5) cost effect1veness ‘Specific details for the conduct

7

‘of the se1f study are described in the pub11cat1on, "A System for the

Eva]uat1on of Career Programs 1n the Community Co]]eges of Maryland. 2

]“A System for ‘the Evaluation of Career Programs in Community
Cplleges of Maryland," Annapo]xs Community Co]]ege Career Program
Evaluation Comm1ttee 1974

»
- %,

2tbid. - S




Community colleges have rgsponded well to the evaluation of

defic#ent programs which do not meet limits of program acceptability.

N

Typicaﬁly, the identifidation of discrepancies results in.one of
three possib]é courses Of: action: (1) modification of the program
or its limits of acceptabﬁljty_for purposes of evaluation, (2) the

suspension of the programl, drt(3) the termination of the program.

: .lThrougn the participato efforts of state and local dfficia]s in

" the systematic -program a]uation process, the Maryland Board for
j/,rtbmmunity Colleges has commended é&e dtscont1nuan€e of twenty-six (26)
’ ’ -~ g
. programs in the state dince 1969 o

RO

3 A . . . o

».+ “North Carolina

L [’ ' In North‘Car61dna the S?‘cbmmunity colleges and technical
1nst1tutes under the 1ur1sd1ct1on ‘of the North Caro]1na Department of

Commun1ty Co]]eges are subJect ‘to accred1tat1on procedures as a

“~ -

. means for program rev1ew and evaluation. A comprehensive self- study

and eva]uat1on program is requ1red for each institution to be e11g1b1e

-

' for accred1tat1on by the North Caro]1na Department of Educat1on The

standards and procedhres very c]ose]y para11e1 the standards and pro-
X
. ‘cedures used by the Southern Assoc1at1on of Co]]eges and Schools, the
. > 3
- reg1ona1 accredztang agency. Typ1ca11y! state accred1tat1on teams and

¥

1nst1tutionatvse}f-studies will be conducted simultaneously with the

self-study and evaluation for the Southern Association.

3 . '

. The standards and evaluative criteria used for North Carolina

~

institutions are desc¢ribed in a bub]ication entitled, "Standards and

»

)

N s

‘ ]“Maryland State Board for Community Co]]eges Bulletin," Vo] 3,
“ ho 6 -(February, 1975), p. 4. .

; . 19

o
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. "Educational Programs."  Standards and eva]uafﬁ<: criteria for w

‘Eva]uat1ve criteria.are qualitative, although very, spec1f1c They

- :‘ ° %
1 ¥ : N
Evaluative Criteria."" This document outliries the standards and

e,

» evaluative criteria in eight major areas, including the area of

Noe
-

“

4
assessing the quality of the educational’ programs\ of community

colleges are categorized under the areas.of admissions, curriculum,

4,

and instruction. Each of thesg areas includes evaluative criteria

P

for: (1) a]l programs, (2) coi]ege transfer and general education

courses and programs, (3) occupatignal education prdgrams, and (4) occu-

pational extension, continuing education and'conmunity service programs.

include the adequacy of staffing, equipment and supp11es, fac1P1t1es, i\v
rh
instructional methods, syllabi, evaluation, and placement and fo]]owqup »

of students. . ‘

The 52‘cbmmun%ty colieges and technical institutes in North
Carolina are re]ative]*.autonomoug,independent institutions .which \

are locally governed. Decisions relative to program suspension or - . .
' g 4

, 3y
- R &

termination are.made 1oca11y, but presumably are reached partially -
through the self-study and accreditatidn process of the.North Carolina
Department of Community Colleges. This agency was unab]e to provide

more spec1f1c 1nformat1on on numbers and.types of programs which have

been actually suspended or terminated in the North Carolina system. - 4F
Oklahoma ® “ ST DR R ’ 'Q
-~ * ’-
In Oklahoma, the Ok1ahoma State Regents for H1gher Edycat1on . ¢
R J
have broad respon51b111t1es for the estab11sh1ng of standards and thEx& - '
“™ . N c T

AN

]"Standards and Evaluative Criteria," Ra1e1gh North Carollna
Department of Commun1ty Colleges, December, 1975. '

e

'-‘ . . L
.

‘. ' * Fig
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.
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evaluation of postsecondary vocational and technical programs in-all

Oklahoma‘postsecondary educational institutions Under a policy

&~

. » adopted by the State Regents in 0ctober 1975, aT] institutions C
sha]] have their technical and occupational education programs
eva]uated at 1east»once every five years. As part of the evaTuation

procedure, institutions will be required to provide a self-study L .

3 . ‘ T, [

report during that year and in advance-of a visiting committee, ‘

) N R
evaluation The comnittees will be comprised of educators frOm

™

peer institutLons, recognized consu]tants frgm pﬁbgram areas to
be evaluated, and members of the State Regents' staff WLth
program responsibi]ities.

. Among the criteria-used to evaluate technica]-occupationa] .o
., X hd . . . o L <
programs are: A .
3 4 . .
(1) regional and state accréditation of the institution,: or
<, expectation to achieve accreditation within a reasonabie
2 ’ period of time; - - . -
$ ..
“* (2) a written statement of goals and objectives on file at ’
‘e 4zhe institution for each technical- occupationai program ' . ‘
offered; . - . .
(3) the use of a functional advisory committee for each specia]ty
area in which programs. are to be operated; ‘ "

(4) the en]istment of support. of community business andiindustry ;o . .
organizations and leaders to provide input-for program v -
development and operation, to develop a ready market for ' .
job placement, and to obtain feedback as to the performance
' of graduates from technical- occuoational programs, ‘.
£
" (5) academic and, experience standards for instructional personne]
in technic5T§bccupationa] programs "shall be thé same as for .. :
those instructors in other postsecondary programs; ' - .

(6) the budge%ingggnd expenditure of an amount of funds needed to- " -
develop and mdintain program viabiiity for occupatiOnal- ©
technica] programs; . Y

"




-~ . \ r : .

X 17 _ | :

' ! ‘ [ %‘ , 7!; ~ e . 2

.;f_’ K . - (7) adeguacysof physical facilities and instruct’ mal equipment - °* o o
.. ©+of thetype and quality necéssary to develop Pride on he "‘ R

" part of studénts, to attract and retain capable, faculty,-

& N . and engender\respect on the part of the COmmun1fy at 1arge, \
TN\ ) . .
. . (8)“§Hm1ss1on.0f;studgnts into programs based on the1r interests .
2l - and abilitiey to help them complete the requ1red Cerxcuiu S, -
. , ) and'succeed 1n their chosen field; *é ‘ s
¥ N .
. (9),adequaqy of studeht serv1ces program,- including persona1
- gu1dance3 career counse11ng, job placement’and follow-up
e procedures tovassure a. proper Job fit for graduates, and
P I R . . '
Lo : (Hl)_wnsxntut1onhi rev1ew ‘and eva]uatlon oF[gi] technIGa]- . e
; S joccUpat1ona1 programs cont1nua41y and at¢ Teast .once .
g'. ' p évery” F1ve years T a,._ S s

-

As a\state 90vern1ng agengz: ‘the State Regents fdr H1gher

-~

Educat1on 3111 enforce c0mpl1an\§twcth these cr1ter1a through s '-a» )
the accredqtat1on\protess and w111 ev1dent1y use program.eva}uatqons‘

. sy \k‘ N 0.“";%

»

~as a pas1s for state#ievel dec1s1on mak1ng \ The procedures for .

f \’

't evaluat1on of ‘technical- occupat1ona1 pr0grams call ﬁbr the preparat1on a = .
« . P N
of a staff report conta1n1ng program eva1uat1ons\condutted for each RN

‘. ' v \‘.s ,"3
of the 1nst1tut10ns v1s1ted each spr1ng, as well as recommendgt1ons‘

made by v1s1t1ng comm1ttees and staff The State Regents will ut1lize C e

VA

S .
the results of- these staff reports 1namak1ng dec1s1 s relating. to the ‘-

approvaleof neW'programs, the cont1nuat10n or attenuat1on of ex1st1ng SN L

. 4-7" 2.

programs and’the level oF fund1ng needed for the operat1on pf qua11ty "<'§r
’ programs of 2, techn1ca] occupat1ona]'nature.2 C]ear]y, the 0k1ahona t

State Regents for H]Qher Educat:::=w111 assume a more actwye ro]e in e »‘: ;*\:{
\ program eva]uat1on and poss1b1e termeatnon 13 the commun1ty col1ege ‘ -
;system-of'that statez B , ;; ; . ) : . . ’-"- i t "., ..

ey ‘
- . ¢ e

.
. - .
_Z '. n . . . e

"_k- 7 B T v . & s
T ]"Cr1fer1a and Progedures fon the Eva]uat1on of Techn1ca1-
0ccupat1ona1 Programs in Okldhoma Pastsecondary Education,” un- ' T

‘published: document,- Oklahoma City: Oklahoma State’ Regents for
H)gher Educat1on,”0ctober, 1975 pp» Z~3

.
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¢ : J . v g 4 Y, " i N .
v . Tn~!n rginia, tbe St tequ c11 of H1gher pation, a-coordinating :
- ; o y‘

3 3
. n - .
Y <

agency, haS deve]oped product1 1ty cr1ter1a in the b enn1a1 evaluat1on . k -,

L apprpved gu1de11nes for program eva]uat1on have a]so been~adopted by«j
' the State Board for Commuﬁbof Co]]eges, a govern1ng,agenCy.,,Th ‘ - »-
- v . s

State Board in V1rg1n1a has utilized these cr1ter1a for program~ oo ,.z'

3 v -

1

‘ 1

of a]] postsecondary educat19na1 programs in the state Counc11- o . |
i

|

evaluation and termfnat1on\ n V1rg1n1a community coileges. ! Da e Pt
- [T N : ) 1
|

A Staff members of théﬁ%tate Board for Community’ Cb]?eges u'ﬁ“rtak AR ©
RS T, ) N [ ’ - "“~ A ...
program eya]uat1on and'app11cat1on of these’ gu1de11nes Eva]uatlonsr R ;
. P <8 - e
however, .apply only to associate degree programs fn community co]]eges.

.. , S . ’ -
T Furthermore, a three-year. start-up period is allgowed for assdciate
’ RN . ‘ - . ‘ ’a.” e Yoo

" degree programs before they aré subject -to evaluation to assure‘that N s

\

., oo - ¥
* -~

-~ at least one cycle of graduates'has‘been compietedi T . ;

-

. Program eva]uat1on gu1de11nes requTre a m1n1mum .annual” average ' \°

i .

*

number of graduatés over the prev1ous f1ve -year period for each ' .-

g .- ps

L ‘associate degree program (10 gn&duates for A550c4ate in Arts and . ’ ‘ .

Assocaate in Science programs and 7 graduates for Assoc1ate in Appl]ed . - -
A ". i ) \‘.g-:'
PN Sc1ence programs).‘ Programs not'meet}ng~th1s cr1ter10n warrant the o ©  F ,

rons1derat1oq:of other Just1f1cat1ons for program eya1uat1on ,' (i T e

O
of - N B [

.
- R4

o - : Add1t1ona|ny, progzan are eva]uated 1n terms 6f the1r bvera]] ’ﬂ :

~ I

product1v1tyvthrough the1r serV1ce funct1on to re1ated programs- ﬁqr4 ) e

- '.‘example, secretar1a1 science courses-” and facu]ty may be used to support

il

. more p/Qgrams than Just an assqs1ate degree program i secretar1a1 sc1ence. 'A :, .
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* February, ]976 Of these programs 34 prog ms were vo]uhtar11y

4

P \

techno]ogy proegrams “in areas such. as Eng1neer1ng Techno]ogy, Furn1tu

¢, . .
Product1on,‘Agr1cu1tura1 Bus1ness, and Mer handising.’ No one area

appeared to be "favored" for term1nat1on over nother area: According - -

tate Board has

e *oa progress report was received on each one at the end of \the 1975-76 N

N

.year. 2 Clearly, a strong stance on program accoUntab111ty \ cording,‘ T

«
.

; to prescr16ed standards has been taken 1n the V1rgrn1a Commun1 College .
X :':‘ “ ?‘:- :_.‘:;. _\‘ .-“ . . ‘ . ' - 1‘ . .- )
e Systaf" LI R T , -
v 7 .‘--v?\l' . + ' ' é‘ 4 4 . : i . .
e ot R SR SR :> O .~
N "',.* - _l : A ¢ ! At * 'Y . h .
Tes LT PerSOna} commun1cat1on from Dan1e1 E. Marv1n, Jr. D1rector of .
S " the State*Counc1L of ngher Educatiorn, - to members of SHEEO March 4, 1976 '
‘ l, f: e e 2"Programs are. Dropped " The-VCCS News, R1chmond V1rg1n1a .

L Department’of Commun1ty Co]]eges, W1nter, 1976); p. T.

SR ‘ S . L o ,
« p . ”’
B LI \ - - .
. . . . 1 . . » -
> : « 2‘4 ”~
N o« . .
v . . v "




™

b
~
>
e .

S

formulate an overall policy related to program evaluation which coqu

" be understood'bj'a11 and consistently app]iedcthroughout the state, (/

. .
20 : ) . » o R
A : e E A

v . 2
. .
* IS B . ] - ot "

Considerations in Program Suspension and Tefmination . .

* The analysfs of documents receijved from state agencies for

community co11eges confirms a growing trénd toward auch agencies ., .-

assum1ng 1ncreas1ng respons1b111¢y for program eyaluation in the

-~

) R
commun1ty cpllege and 7n a few cases us1ng program eva]uat1on as a . .. 1

@
N Means fo suspend or terminate high cost ineffective programs. w1th! ‘ j
4

4

the prevailing trend in this. direction,: community ,college officiaTs : o R

at the state and local Tevel‘would do well to recognize the’ need to S

Regardless of how obJect1ve the eva]uat1ve cr1ter1a and procedures .

o ) . .
may be, 1nd1v1dua1 careers of both: faculty and students may be im- ' ’
pa1red by dec1s1ons to, suspend or terminate community college programs. ' N

The 1mp11cat1ons can’ be’ far reaching. ’ T o :

- Nhen 1t becomes apparent that a program no 1onger is cost .

Y , RS
effective, régatd]eSs of whether the dec1s1on is made ‘by the state or . :
. l‘
the 1nst1tut1on, cons1derat1on must be g1ven to those students who .
2 : N . ' Y
W11nge affected. There was no ev1dence from this study that any ‘ :;
‘ w

“©

.o

state had conducted a survey of const1tuent institutions to determine
/. . »

the 1mpact of Suspended or term1nated programs over a period of’ t1me

upon the stu eht, It carn on]y be assumed that re]at1ve1y few students

: are affected when programs are term1nated but that does not recogn1ze '

< )‘ .
the fact that an 1nd1v1dua1‘student m1ght we11 have interests and . . \

career ambitions which are stifled if not Jeopard1zed by the program ' . \

L4

terminatioh. It wou]d appear desirable for state agencies to assess ,

the nature and scope of this Broblem and to work cooperatively with

*

te




lthe institutions in p1ann1ng an appropr1ate so1ut1on /Aé least : . K

(S ¢

three different approaches suggest themseives for assisting students -
. b -
who are caught in .such'a dilemma. F1rst many of the occupat1ona] '

programs lend themse1ves to competency -based med1ated 1nstruct1ona1

w

modes whereby an institution can des1gﬁ an individualized program

' ; ( S r ~
" appropriate to the 'goals of that segment of;xhe student popu1ation . =3, o

seeking specia] traihﬁng ahd’hnoWdedge A second and Tess comp}ex

-
- v

approach wh1ch has beeh used by some 1nst1tut1on§ﬁas that of a con—

tract mode whereby the institution would contract w1th nearby public

$

" or pr1vat° 1n§¢1tut1ons offering the desired.program. Some community

‘

co]]eges hdve found that the1r high cost and\] enrol Tment programs .
are s1m1}ar to those offered by another institution and thus, through
interrinst?tutionalcooperatiog,service to the student can be achieved
whether’through a‘ro]untar} or contractual mode.. A third approach to

Serv1ng-student 1nterests and need has been. employed by some community
L . [ ?
co11eges wh1ch haVe sponsored a student from the 1mmed1ate serV1céx
. z

area to another’ inst1tution soméwhere else in the state as part of
N - . /
- 'the* philosophy of serving the needs of' the Tocal citizenty. This has t s ;

. “ ! PSS s
been accomp]ished in some cases by reciprocal tuition waiver ayreements v

»

A " ,wh11e in other Goses by tuition or cost of education subs1g1es .

\_

S v " The 1mpact of program term1nat1on tpon facu]ty must also be

Ny

Co- e cons1dered Absence of any eoncern for a facu]ty member affected by

program term1nat§on Js not ,only 1nhumane but can be detrimental to

- mora]e throughout the 1nst1tut1on As a result, some instijutions -
- r
have adopted a renewal\or re- tra1n1ng pol1cy whereby a faculty

\
1 v

member confronted with the poss1b1e abolishment of a teaching pps1t1on

would be prov1ded an opportun1ty tgﬁgua11fy for another pos1t10n

g




.y
ra

“or term1nat1on Anotber cons1derat1on for affected facu]ty can be

‘“ »

f .
- R ‘ - ~ N\
)

‘within the institution through specia]~re-training activities or

'J

by working with faculty in another departmeht. 1Such'poTicies L

‘typically engender a greater spirit of identity with the institution

s c,

, and reinforce a sense of p?bfessiona] fhtegri:y and security‘among‘

those who teach in program areas Wh1ch are vu]nerab]eeto suspens1on

wwy

_ enhanced by act1ve part1c1pat1on by the state agency That‘is a

' _policy whereby the 1nst1tut1pn and the stabg agency seek to 1ocate

another appropr1ate teach1ng pos1t1on for an affected facu]ty member,

usua]]y 1n another 1nst1tut1on w1th1n the- statef‘

~The role of the state agency as the foca] poﬁnt of the system .

:of commun1ty co]]eges "can be of strateg1c 1mpqrtance 1n other’ ways.

t

Because of its. centra1 pos1t1on, -the' agency oah coord1nate program

' termination with othed co]]eges w1thdn the segmént whereby an order1y

‘ process is fo]1oM'§‘and dwslocat1ons are kept to a minimim. It 1s .

-
-
“ [

not Tnfrequent that term1nat1on of an occupat1ona1 program in’ one

1nst1tuc1on é1gna15 an emerg1ng decrea3e 1n mahpower needs and thus,

R

other 1nst1tut1ons }n the state~may sQon f1nd themselves confronted

with a s3m11ar dec1s1on ‘- The state agency can,be strateg1c in helpThg

- to detegmine how many programs u1t1mate1y shou]d be ma1ntafned fbr

statew1de manpower requ1rements and, wh1ch 1nst1tut1on(s) w11] be’ best
for cont1nuat1on of programs in that f1e1d. S1m1lar1y, ‘the state
agency can play’ the brgker role jn attempting to assure parity among
the %nstitqtions-by assi;ting an jnstitution which has terminated a
program to become des1gnated for any special new program which m1ght

be:needed to meet statew1de manpower needs This compensating °

approach to program approyal and termination can paintain balance and

’




* V?tal1ty wath1n the conmun1ty co11ege SystEm ) L ' .
: 0o * '
~  The state agehcy can a1so assist }ocal 1nst1tut1ons to recoup
or save funds through, brokering in other ways For examp]e, the state

'-fnmy he]p arrange for the - ‘loan, or rental or\sa1e of equ1pment and,

mater1a1s from an 1nst1tut1on term1nat1ng a program to another in-

'\J.

N

'st1tut1on en}arg1ng or 1ntroduc1ng the program Severa] states have
‘; found it appropr1ate to develop an equ1pment bank wh1ch would enable
) 1nstvt§£{bn§(tourent or borrow.equipment’ gnt{ﬁ programs are determjned

tg be successful and promise to be riab]e:'dd{tionS'to the offering
. . , R . ‘~:\
college. : SR e -

& Lo
N .

-

In conc1u51on, state-level and.1nst1tut1ona1 dec1s1on-makers
mus t Be aware of th personnel-and student re]ated 1mp11cataons of .
programvsuspenstég/jnd termination. From the materials recejved, |
many_sfates dre now developing crdteria'and proqedures,for evaluating .
* -and possibly suspending or:terminating community college programs

" “which do not measure up to specified standards. However, the chief

I .. . .
~concerns of both state ajgencies and institutions appear to include °

' e toe . N
’ -

'"evalﬁht?yercriteria;" "self-study and evaluation," "productivity,"

LY

'_“ and "fiscal accodntabﬁlity," among others. States using these
‘gudgments as the bas}s for program suspenS1on or termination must a1so
' ’ recdgnize the- human 1mp11cat1ons of such actions and must make some

: accommodat1on to assist facu]ty and students who may be denied the

-
. / ~

- - ' opportunity to cont1jue their career in the1r chosen field. C]ear]y,

o . state agenc1es and 1qca1’5g?mon1ty c ges will continue to evaluate
. 'the1r program offer1j§§ “and make vdlue Judgmentsfon whwch programs to

continue and expand aitd which progrdms to suspend or term1nate. If ’

v

the comhunity college is to coﬁtinue to be responsive te local ,:" c -




24 |
|
o N - " ) .
community needs,~however, community college officials must also ..

-

assume responsibility to evaliate human- needs whéh'weighing the

: . . L,
advantages _and disadvantages of suspending or terminating programs. TN
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